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me still to point the way towards a clearing of our ideas
about ferromagnetism. Shortly after it was first sug-
gested it received an unexpected confirmation, of which
I venture to remind you because it has escaped notice
in most of the modern books. An acute critic, Mr. James
Swinburne,1 took exception to my idea of magnetic
control because it should imply the absence of loss of
energy through hysteresis when a piece of iron has its
magnetism reversed by the revolution of a very strong
field, a field strong enough to secure saturation. For in
that case the Weber elements would be held steadily
pointing in the direction of the field and would have no
opportunity of tumbling from one position of stability
to another. It seemed most improbable that there should
be so big a difference, in respect of dissipation of energy,
between the reversal of magnetism which is brought
about by the revolution of a constant strong field and
that which is brought about by the reduction of the field
to zero and its reapplication in the opposite sense. But
soon afterwards it was discovered, through the experi-
ments of Professor Baily,2 that this difference does in
fact exist. He measured the hysteresis loss caused by a
revolving field, and found that for fields of moderate
strength there was much loss, but that when the field
was made stronger the loss passed through a maximum
and rapidly fell almost to zero as the condition of satura-
tion was approached. The whole action turned out to
be just such as magnetic control of the Weber element
would demand.

These reminders of the past will serve their purpose if
they induce some of you, who are naturally engrossed by
newer aspects of magnetic theory, to revert to a study
of the ferromagnetic group. After all, it is there that
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